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N RDC MNaTURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

Toet Easrars BUST Daranas

Via U.S. Mail and Facsimile
July 28, 2004

Chairman Joseph E. Petrillo and

Members of the High-Speed Rail Authority
Attn: California High-Speed Train

Draft Program EIR/EIS Comments

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Fax: (916) 322-0827

Re: T E mments on ifornia Hi in

Dear Chairman Petrillo and Members of the High-Speed Rail Authority:

The followi g the proposed California High-Speed Train System (“HST” or

“project”) are suhrm.ll‘lzd on heha]fof?hc Natural Resource Defense Council (“NRDC”) and its
more than 550,000 members, 110,000 of whom reside in Callfcrma. NRDCisa nmlonal
nonprofit organization of scientists, lawyers and envi tal lists dedicated to
protecting public health and the environment, with California offices in Los Angeles and San
Francisco.

The concept of a high-speed rail system in California is, in our view, an exciting one, with broad
public importance and enormous implications across a wide range of environmental and other
concerns. Precisely for this reason, I ,and b of the dinary scale and range of
impacts associated with the proposed project, the level of envi | analysis required is
justifiably high, and the need to provide the public and decision-makers with objective and
accurate information is understandably great.

Unfortunately, the California High-Speed Rail Authority (the “Authority™) and the Federal

Rm]mad Adlmmsh‘amm (the “FRA™) have failed in the draft environmental impact report and
| impact (“DE]RJ'S” or “draft”) to meet this standard. In our view, the

Authority and the FRA have prep ‘and lated an inadeq dmﬂr.hatfallsmreﬂeclﬂm

level of detail a project of this de d ds. The draft’s di of p
and mitigation strategies consistently d.el‘m to a future point in time meamngful analysis of
significant impacts as well as detailed d ion of specific and enfi ble mitigation

measures, As a result, the DEIR/S does not comply wn.h the California Environmental Quality
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Act (“CEQA™), Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21000 ef seq.; the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of
Regulation, Title 14, Section 15000 ef seq.; the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™),
42U.8.C. §4321 e.' seq.; and the NEPA regulations. Accordingly, the DEIR/S must be revised
and re-circulated."

L Introduction

CEQA and NEPA contain parallel requi dating that an envi I review
accompany proposals for major federal and state actions significantly affecting the environment.
The EIR/EIS must include, among other things, an analysis of the reasonably foreseeable and
significant direct, indirect, cumulative, short- and long-term adverse environmental

q of each developed alternative. This disclosure must be undertaken to adequately
inform decision- makers and the pubhc about the potential impacts of a project, and to avoid or
reduce I h the use of alternatives or mitigation measures.

When inf ion on these is i plete or prohibitively expensive, the gaps

must be noted, their relevance analyud and an evaluation of theoretical impacts based on
credible scientific evidence given. The DEIR/S is to serve as “an environmental “alarm bell
whose purpose is to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before
they have reached ecological points of no return.” (County of Inyo. v. Yorty (1973) 32
Cal.App.3d 795, 810.)

As discussed below, the HST DEIR/S does not fulfill the basic requirements of CEQA and
NEPA as it fails to provide enough information to adequately inform decisi kers and the
public of the range of impacts resulting from the project. Simply put, the analysis in the DEIR/S
is insufficient to fulfill the purposes for which it was drafted - to adopt the HST Alternative and

select p d HST corrid li and general station locations. (See DEIR/S at S-1.)
The Authority and the FRA have not “d [ed] to an PP hensive citizenryrhanhe
agency has, in fact, analyzed and idered the ecological i ions of its action.” (Berkeley

Keep Jets Over Bay v. Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal. App 4th 1344, 1374 (quoting Schoen
v. Dept. ofFare.my (1997) 58 Cal App.4th 556, 573-574).) As such, the pm]oct shm.lld u.ndergo
further review and revision, i with these and
before the HST Alternative is adopted.®

! The DEIR/S’s failure adequately to meet these disclosure requirements makes it virtually impossible to make an
informed comparison between the various proposed aliematives. For that reason, our comments will not attempt
such a comparison. Rather, these comments will address the adequacy of the draft’s discussion of the project’s
potential environmental impacts, and the speclﬁcnymdmfoweahlrry of the mitigation and benefits proposed to
offset these impacts. We have also added a section ﬂmspcclﬁcnlly discusses the pm.enml oemlmmm impacts
under the HST Alternative. For a project of this size, the impacts are and the
Authority and FRA’s failure to consider these impacts in detail is unacceptable.

# Notably, the draft repeatedly recognizes the need for supplemental analysis. For example, in the section of
Biological Resources and Wetlands the DEIR/S states: “Given the data sets, the lack of identification of an impact
does not necessarily mean that this portion of the proposed altemative would not result in potential impacts on
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(DEIR/S at 3.1-13; see DEIR/S at 3.1-2 (Table 3.1-1).) These impacts are potentially significant
and should be more critically and appropriately reviewed and mitigated.
1L Discussion of HST DEIR/S
Mitigation
A. Chapter 3- Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Although the traffic impacts of the HST Alternative are significant and h!onnsiswmlwiﬁln the
Strategies blic’s understanding of the one of the fundamental purposes of the project — that is, high-
&t Ly e h I 2
speed rail will aid in decreasing congestion and traffic - the mitigation measures detailed in the
1. Section 3.1- Traffic and Circulation HST are neither sufficiently specific nor clearly enforceable. For example, under the sections

Impacts describing mitigation strategies, the draft states that the ‘Cahfoma Hngh Spued Rail Authority 0151

Importantly, “intercity traffic in California is expected to grow from 155 million trips to more could participate in developing potential construction and in cont

than 209 million trips in the next 20 years, with an estimated 58% of these trips made by consultation with statz, federal, regional, and local governments and affected transit agencies

automobile.” (DEIR/S at 3.17-2; see DEIR/S at 3.1-5 (“Traffic conditions throughout northern during project-level reviews. (DEIR/S at 3.1-23.) This discussion of mitigation strategies is

and southern California are expected to worsen”).) As stated in the DEIR/S, “the study arca insufficient.

highway and roadway corridors i 1in [the DEIR/S] represent some of the worst traffic - . M a1 P i |

conditions i in the nation.” (DEIR/S at 3.1-5.) While the HST may improve traffic conditions in In addition, the mitigation measures proposed do not the

some areas,” it will detrimentally impact the traffic conditions in other areas, particularly where npacts that the that may be devel may h‘h’:“; dﬁcw}?dcm!?{:]’am the L:E:ﬁl:mm:lts

HST station st located. (See DEIR/S at 3.17-2 P tersec

on stops are located. (See ) (full lane widening), which require significant right-of way acquisition to accommodate

additional left-turn and/or through lanes.” (DEIR/S at 3.1-23.) The effect of such acquisition

For {:xample in dmcussmg the Bay Area to Merced segment, the DEIR/S states: “The only

fation under the HST Altemative compared to the No Project should be further evaluated and analyzed.

Alternative would oceur at the proposed Transbay Terminal, where the [Level of Service (LOS)]

would degrade from LOS D to LOS F ...” (DEIR/S at 3.1-15.) This would bring the LOS from N .

Fair (*Delays may be substantial dunng portions of rush hou.rs but enm.!gh lower volume ol Jmpacts 2. Section 3.3- Air Quality

periods occur to permit clearing of developing lines, p g backups™)* to Failure “Ai - P —

. P ir pollution is a general term that refers to one or more « sul that degrade the
("Backups from nearby locations or on cross strects oy reeict oo prevelt movement of qua]ifyoLfM al.mo?phere." (DEIR/S at 3.3-1 (emphasis in original).) The DEIR/S does not
vehicles out of‘ I.Isnc int tion approaches. Trem us delays with continuously increasing adequately address the air quality impacts that would result from construction and operation of
queue lengths.) the HST, even though the DEIR/S suggests that these impacts are significant, For example, the

. . » - project would result in “[s]hort-term construction impacts related to earthwork (cut and fill
Under the Los Angeles to San Diego via Orange County segment, “[t}raffic conditions are grading) that would result in dust (PM 10) and localized emissions™. (DEIR/S at7-2.) PM 10is
expecied 10 worsen at the prmpnsed HST station sites, with the exception of four stations, where just one of many pollutants identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as a concern
funded r_oad,\:aay improvements will result in improved conditions under the No Project nationwide. In fact, “PM10 continues to be a problem in the South Coast Air Basin, which is
Alternative.” (DEIR/S at 3.1-11.) Moreover, “[o]verall, ... although highway conditions would designated as nonattainment for both the state and national ambient air quality fards. More o015
improve under the Modal and HST Altematives, the general conditions would “""““5 at poor controls specific to PM10 will be needed to reach attainment.” (DEIR/S at 3.3-14.)
LOS [LOS E “Rep the that i
may be long lines of waiting vehicles through several signal cyclcs‘]” or at leum -LOSF. Rather than discuss such construction impacts, the DEIR/S determines:

Potential ec ion i and p | mitigation

biological resources, only that location-specific data would be required to make a more precise determination.” shm.lld a]sn be aﬂdressed in submquem analyses. Once an
(DEIR/S at 3.15-3.) This supp!memnl annlysus shonld be prepared, circulated, and mmd before the HST project ¢ and blished a full ion analysis
:u:pﬂ':“;;‘jﬁd goes furward, and should be and adopted before carrying should be oonduclod Thls analysns should quantify emissions from

* The Modal Alternative will improve traffic conditions 21% above the No project Alternative, compared with 5% 1, worker trips, and other related
under the HST Alternative. (DEIR/S at 3.1-12 (Table 3.14-4.) construction activities. Mitigation measures, if required, should be
* DEIR/S at 3.1-2 {Table 3.1-1).

* DEIR/S at 3.1-2 (Table 3.1-1).
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detailed and a construction monitoring program, if required should of public transit ... T use of al ive-fueled vehicl I parking for carpools,
be established. bicycles, and other alternative transportation methods.” (DE[R.-'S at 3.3-33 (emphasis added).)

The DEIR/S further states: “Potential construction impacts, which should be analyzed once more
(DEIR/S at 3.3-33.) Leaving analysis of construction impacts for a future point in time is detailed project plans are available, can be mitigated by following local and state guidelines.”
inconsistent with CEQA, because as the DEIR/S states the “construction period would last at (DEIR/S at 3.3-33.) Merely requiring compliance with applicable laws and regulations, and
least 10 years and the miles of corridor under construction at one time would extend across the promoting but not requiring more efficient measures, is insufficient mitigation for a project of
state, these physical impacts would potentially be significant.” (DEIR/S at 7-2.) These impacts this magnitude.
are potentially significant and should be more appropriately and critically reviewed.
The following additional also merit consideration:
Similarly, the impacts from operating the HST stations have not been fully evaluated or . thbmn,g engine |dlmg of onroad and nonroad heavy-duty diesel construction
discussed in the DEIR/S. While these img may be minimal, these imf are known to equtpment . . . .
result from the project and must be discussed. Further, there are a great number of traffic . i and regular, periodic insp luding smoke ool
impacts around the HST stations, as suggested in the Traffic and Circulation section of the ws‘tmg inspection of onroad and e uip i
DEIR/S. The potential air quality impacts resulting from these traffic impacts are not fully * Encouraging the use of better (for le, alternative fuel (non-
assessed in the DEIR/S. Rather, the DEIR/S states: diesel) cqmpmcnt such as elecmc or pmpe,ne fnrkllﬁs solar s1g|1bca:ds and fuel cell
wrs) th
Onee ali are selected, if a decision is made to p d with . Rr.quirmg that cmstruc‘non equipment use low sulfur diesel fuel with after-treatment
the proposed HST system, then local traffic counts could be technologies
conducted at access roads serving major station locations. These * Requiring the use of diesel particulate filters on onroad and nonroad consh'umon \rehlclcs
counts would provide more ion for determining * Requiring the use of oxidation catalysts on onroad and i
potential local air quality hotspot locations. * Constructing the HST stations and other facilities in compliance with Leadership in
0015-2 Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED") green building standards
(DEIR/S at 3.3-33.) These impacts are potentially significant and should be more appropriately cont
and critically reviewed.
3. Section 3.5- Energy
One mode of HST technology considered in the DEIR/S “includes existing diesel locomotive Impacts
intercity train equipment (e.g., Amtrak).” (DEIR/S at 2-27 (emphasis added).) The DEIR/S CaIlfon'ua is the tenth-largest worldwide consumer of energy, and at 46% of California’s
considers diesel technology “[bJecause of the extensive constraints (e.g., existing historical land ion sector rey the largest proportion of energy d in
uses, sensitive coastal habitats, and established coastal ities) along portions of the the state. {See DEIR/S at 3.5-7) The energy c ion based on passenger miles traveled
existing LOSSAN corridor between Orange County (Irvine) and San Diego ... The LOSSAN (“PMT") is 1,200 Brus/PMT for the HST compared with 3,300 Btus/PMT for airplanes.
region is the only portion of the proposed HST system where non-electric train technology is (DEIR/S at 3.5-16 (Table 3.5-5).) However, the direct energy consumption for HST is 924,384
being considered.” (DEIR/S at 2-30.) The impacts of diesel-powered locomotives have not been Btus/VMT compared with 334,086 Btus/VMT for airplanes. (DEIR/S at 3.5-4 (Table 3.5-1).)
evaluated in the Air Quality section of the DEIR/S and do not appear to exist in any other section The current presentation of data in the DEIR/S is cm.ﬁ.\smg and should be revised to present the
of the DEIR/S. These impacts are potentially significant and should be more thoroughly analysis in a manner that adequately alerts the public to the amount of energy the HST 0153
reviewed and mitigated. Alternative will consume.
Mitigation There are some potentially substantial and significant impacts that are identified but not analyzed
As in many other sections in the DEIR/S, these mitigation measures, too, lack specificity and in the DEIR/S. Fm‘c!fmplc, the DE]R’J'S states: “Given the scope and scale of the ... HST
enforceability. For example, the DEIR/S states: “At the project level potential mitigation Altcmanve,: itis a that ¥ consir lated energy i ially would hc
should be explored to address p ial localized i .. The proposcd HST substantial” and [c]onsmmucn of the .. ]IST A ives would p
syslc'm could be demgm:d 10 use smte of-the-art, energy-efficient eq‘ulpment to minimize mgmﬁcautluse of?omeqew:afle resoume? (DEIR/S at 3.5- 20_} As these lmpacts azdmmedly
P 1 air polluti d with power used by the proposed HST system. may be and_ these impacts should be i in a supy
Potential localized impacts could be addressed at the project level by promoting ... Increase use DEIR/S before the project goes forward.
DEIR/S Comments Submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC™)
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1 justice cc ity. E: the study area in this manner would provide a
Mitigation more accurate review of the communities impacted by the project.
The DEIR/S commits to adopting specific mitigation including to “[u]se ive o . ) ) o .
braking to reduce energy consumption of the system,” “minimize grade ch.anges in steep terrain Even within this limited study arela,‘rhe 1 Ofcu:---- 1 justice impacts in the
areas to reduce the use of electricity during peak periods,” “[u]se energy-saving equipment and DEIR/S does not comply with existing laws and regulations. For example:
facilities to reduce electricity demand,” “[m]aximize intermodal transit connections to reduce . . - )
automobile VMT related to the HST system,” “[d]evelop and implement a construction energy Planning and programming activities that shall have the potential
conservation plan,” and “[d]evelop potential measures to reduce energy consumption during Ob15-3 to have a dlspmmowely hlg!l and advers_e _effect on hu!'nan
operation and maintenance activities.” (DEIR/S at 3.5-22,23.) H , “[d]etails regarding cont health or the environment shall include explicit consideration of
energy conservation practices have not been specified for the HST Alternative, which has not the cﬂfcls on minority xgqpl_alancns and low-income populations.
been designed in detail, nor have construction methods and staging been planned at this time.” I shall be or ¥, to
(DEIR/S at 3.5-19; see DEIR/S at 3.5-22, 23.) For the adopted mitigation measures to have provide meaningful opportunities for public mm-'wmn-' by
sufficient specificity and enforceability, these details and methods must be developed and members of minority populations and low-income populations
discussed in a supplemental DEIR/S. during the p g and pment of progs I and
activities.
(US.D £ ion, E ¥ Minority Populations and Low- i
4. Section 3.7- Land Use and Planning, Communitics and Neighborhood t o SRir ustice in Minority Populations cont
Pr:p'::ty and‘llt,nvi:n::ema] ;:;I:ig,:e 3 s * Income Pop:damm Order DOT 56102 (m'nphms s.dded) ) In spﬂe ofthls specific guidance,
Impacts ! there is little analysis of envi 1 justice ion of efforts to
The DEIR/S addresses the impacts on land uses. “The potential compatibility of the alternatives “provide meaningful °P1?°ﬂ“g“:;;f°f public m"‘”“m‘ by c m:fm'mnlf Hs"r
with existing land use is evaluated based on the potential sensitivity of various land uses to the and low-income p 5is g ing many o ; station
changes which would be included with the Modal and HST Altemnatives, and the potential stops m,l"‘med “within a minority p popu]aimn A supplement to the DEIR/S should engage
impact of these ct on ng and planned land uses.” (DEIR/S at 3.7-2.) Under this 1es ““m“‘:ld HSTal and station stops to more fully assess and address
means of evaluati li t choices within the existing right of way are always considered Jushice
low impacts. (See DEIR/S at 3.7-4 (Table 3.7-2).) This appears to underestimate the actual Mitigation
'"'pwf °m°fpmjm HST alignments ““:m"a ¢l within e’;ﬁ;’fﬂlﬁ :;dw;’;o“::zj']m The DEIR/S fails to discuss any measures to mitigate the impacts HST will have on land use or
:oe::h:a]mﬁml S ete are dad id d in the DEIR/S and need to be further cnvmnmeml justice communities. Instead the draft saves for the project level analyses
of i y with g and pianned land  use, nelghbowhood access needs, mutli-
assessed ina supplemental DELR."S before lhc project goes forward. ot modal ivity opp itics. and htop 1 justice itics.
The study area for land use compatibility is .25 miles on either side from the centerline of the gﬁ;ﬁ?ﬂ?i:f: 27. )mi‘:rﬁ:HA;rm‘fS;meiﬁw m&a:nma?l?uu:l;mﬁﬁ:::t,
rail, stations, and other potential HST related facilities. (DEIR/S at 3.7-5.) For property impacts, these issues need wl be explored in a supplement to the DEIR/S.®
the study area is 100 feet on cither side of the centerline. (DEIR/S at 3.7-5.) Realistically
speaking, a property that is 150 feet or 200 feet from a train speeding by at 200 miles per hour
(“mph™) eight times a day will be significantly impacted by those occurrences. Both of these 5. Section 3.8 Aericultural Land
study areas need to be expanded to adequately assess potential impacts Impacts on 2.8 Agricultural Lands
i . . R - California leads the nation in agricultural production and export. (DEIR/S at 3.8-5.) In 2001,
P'e DEIR/S also it the impa .°n25“ i u:_sul;'e o memes"m?e St?‘:?:mal California farmland comprised 4% of the nation’s total, and its agricultural production accounted oorss
[OT ) cc 15 miles on ¢r siude m cen 1ne o raii
stations, and other pnlc:nlml HST related facilities. (DEIR/S at 3.7-5.) This study area also needs
1o be ded to y assess the i from the HST. A more appropriate area for “ The Aumcm:y and FRA should consider providing free or nominal cost hard (or compact disc) copies of the HST
= DEIR/S to ) ities and ities of color that may be directly or indirectly impacted by the
assessing such impacts would be the same area used to identify a community as an HST, as well as conducting workslu:psmd hearings in all areas where there is a proposed HST station stop, with
dditional outreach in envi justice
) DEIR/S Comments Submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”)
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6. Section 3.10- Public Utilities

farmland is to our nation’s economy, the “Agricultural Lands” considered in the DEIR/S are only Impacts o o
those included in the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (“FMMP"). Indeed th.e The DEIR/S identifies and compares the | 1 each al ve would have on utility
analyses for the 5 to Bakersfield and Bakersfield to Los Angel ystems. The p ial for imp is bylallymgmenumberofldenufeduulmﬁthal

that aerial views clearly show farmland not included in the FMMP. (DEIR/S at 3. 8-6,7.)
Likewise, grazing lands are also left out of the FMMP and the impacts analysis. (DEIR/S at 3.8-
6.) As such, there is clearly more farmland than that included in the FMMP. The DEIR/S makes
no attempt to include the p ially significant imp on these lands or estimate what
proportion of California’s farmland is actually covered by the FMMP database.

The HST alternative will result in major impacts to farmland. According to the DEIR/S, the
HST Alternative is expected to impact between 2,445 and 3,860 acres of farmland. (See DEIR/S
at 3.8-10 (Table 3.8-1).) The project’s projected impacts are limited to a tally of the amount of
farmland converted by the footprint of each alternative — “the geographic area needed for the
improvements only, with no extra area surrounding them. »7 (DEIR/S at 3.8-3.) Focusing
largely on the 0 to 100 feet that will be required for the rail, the draft fails to address substantial
impacts. (See DEIR/S at 3.8-3,4.)

O015-5
cont

“conflict,” i.e. are within 100 feet of the centerline of a proposed alignment and 100 feet around
each station. {DE]RJ'S at 3.10-2.) Potential for impacts from all utilities are represented by:
major ical lines and substations of 230 Kilovolts or more; natural gas facilities
and high p lines; and facilities in the project corridor and
pipelines of 36 mchm or more in diameter. (DEIR/S at 3.10-2.) System-wide, the HST
Alternative will impact 511 to 842 identified public utilities d ding upon alig i
(DEIR/S at 3.10-7 (Table 3.10-2).) Yet, the DEIR/S identifies no significant potential impacts
that could not be avoided, minimized, or mitigated. (DEIR/S at 3.10-3.) This needs to be further

lored as these impacts are ially significant and should be more appropriately and
cnucally reviewed.

The DEIR/S’s methodology of wllymg l.he number of utilities that intersect with the alternatives
fails to identify p and ranking the segments by the amount of
intersections provides very little information. For example, the DEIR/S does not discuss the

00156
The DEIR/S suggests that the primary contributor to farmland loss will not be the 50 or 100-foot impacts “’a‘wm“him““:“’m";lm 1o the sewage and “““‘“‘1&':; pipelines that “"bll’e“”g‘“
strip upon which the route is actually built, but rather urban development -- a function of ::;Ifm's wit i"t sue yl:w, no meanmgfu ?"!“W?" omemauv&:lasm di ﬂ_osls
population growth, housing economics, and commuting patterns. (See DEIR/S at 3.8-9 (under - » and naj gas wo e ditlering
the no project alternative 845,000 acres of farmland will be lost by 2020 and transportation impacts, but no analysis of the differentiated impacts is given. The impacts are potentially
improvements, i.e. footprints of new roads or nunways, account for less than one percent of the significant and should be evaluated in a supplement to the DEIR/S.
ﬂg:’;::; other m:fsli; Thl] snlgflIaninf::I‘sktl‘:oconsn:i e'r];h lﬁep;ﬁlble impacts of the HST The DEIR/S's focus on electric, natural gas, and wastewater as representative of all utilities
Y T excludes other potentially significant utilities. For example, for the segment from Los Angeles
Mitizati to San Diego via the Inland Empire, the DEIR/S shows a cluster of oil pipelines running
Mlu‘gaux s ies for the HST Al ive include avoid . - choice, and alongside and crossing the HST route, yet oil pipelines are not considered in the analysis. (See
reduction of impacts by sharing cxisting rights-of-way where possible. (DEIR/S at 3.8-18) DEIR/S at Figure 3.10-1.) According to the DEIR/S, the subsequent project-level analysis will
Site-specific impacts and ific farmland mitieation stratesies will await a prosect level focus on local details once alignments are better defined. Specifically, more information will be
anal pec DEI'IE';C 18 ‘?;em . anlfla N glh,o 1d be 'deprr:Jd before the collected on water supply lines; 'y lines; and water pump
o gﬁs g mwda‘ nIII.II hc:on“ ':‘f:msles bh?:l?%;‘:::ss by coonllile.r thin mess ible stations; storm drains; fiber-optic lines; F:Iocmmnmlication lines; and other utilities and pipelines
pr j PP ed. These mitigati teg among 25, posst such as liquefied petroleum and erude oil. (DEIR/S at 3.10-11, 12.) However, by failing to
that ge smart growth. address the impacts from other utilities in the context of this draft, the Authority and the FRA
have hindered informed decision-making and meaningful public

7 This quote is taken from the Modal Alternative discussion, but the HST Alternative discussion suggests the same
methodology.
* Key questions to explore must include the following: (1) What impacts will urban growth and commuting patterns
have on impacts to farms under cach alternative? (2) Which HST station locations have greater potential to spur
urban growth patiemns that are detrimental to farmlands? (3) Which station locations will have the least potential
negative impacts?
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Mitigation dramatically increase the overall cost of a project. (DEIR/S at 3.11-1.) Because the severity,
The mitigation strategies in the DEIR/S focus on avoiding conflicts and, if such avoidance is type, and impacts of contaminated sites are not identified, no information is given on what the cals
feasible, on reducing and minimi the p ial imp: (DEIR/S at 3.10-11.) Such 00156 pme?tial cost !ncmse might be for any al_temau‘ve or alignment. l.l is critical to infqrm r_he peory
reduction and minimization may include relocauon, reconstruction, or restoration of the utility. cont public of specific and enforceable mitigation for the HST Alternative before the proj ect is
(DEIR/S at 3.10-11.) According to the DEIR/S, these mitigation strategies would be further approved. These measures need to be further explored in a supplement to the DEIR/S.
refined in subsequent project level reviews. It is critical to inform the public of specific and
enforceable mitigation under the HST Alternative before the project is approved.
8. Section 3.14- Hydrology and Water Resources
Impacts
7. Section 3.11- Hazardous Materials and Wastes The DEIR/S attempts to address “three types of hydrology and water resources —floodplains,
Impacts surface _waxer. and groundwater—that ha_\rc the potential to be affected by the proposed
The methodology in the DEIR/S focuses on comparing a map of Federal National Priorities alternatives.” (DEIR/S at 3.14-1.) In this effort, the DEIR/S states that potential impacts “on
List/Superfund sites, California’s State Priority List sites, and California Solid Waste Landfill hydrology and water resources which may result from the altematives or the proposed HST
sites, with a map of potential project alignments. (DEIR/S at 3.11-2.) The sites are system alignment and station options include onorl ina
undifferentiated by type or severity. (DEIR/S at 3.11-2. ) The analysis essentially consists of a floodplain, potential impacts on water quality, potential increased/decreased runoff and
tally of the number of potential intet and | dous sites, stnrmwam dischu:ge due to chemges in the amount ofpa\'ed surfaces, polentla]]y mrcascd or
without site-specific information or even d cfhow many intersections are f Dt;ro " Suction of from & e ™ (DEIRSS
Superfund siws and how many are landfills. This methodology makes it almost impossible to impacts on groundwater from e_walcnn,g or ol gr rs (D! L ,al
make m informed decision about § By li g the analysis to Lhe potential for 3.14-8,9.) But the document fails to analyze any of those pacts at a gful level
intersections the DEIR/S fails to reveal the range ofslgmfcnnl ial imj as required by of detail.
CEQA and NEPA. . . +
For example, the DEIR/S fails to adequately consider the project’s effects on groundwater. In
The DEIR/S identifies two factors that influence the severity of impacts: (1) nature and severity S;fﬁ:g;tif:::ﬁem Do Los Angeles'ahgﬁn::nnln?puon.t!learﬁf:fs states: lfwb?e'}t ﬁﬂd 0015-8
of contamination, and (2) construction and operation activities that are likely to occur near the to det ifically which HST Alternative ali t option, with 1I; v: an :i'sw
sites, but fails to give information about either factor. (DEIR/S at 3.11-3.) The sites that pose o meﬁTlehacmhsj’:icMaum);in o, would potentially affecs more g]f,"m To with s respect ERS &
the greatest concern are those with soil or groundwater contamination within the right-of-way or ; 3.14-15.) Further lacking from the DEIR/S's discussion is the signifi criteria. used in the
near excavation sites. (DEIR/S at 3.11-3.) The DEIR/S does not provide information about the o DEIR/S to determine what impacts to water bodies are indeed si sn'ﬁcam, cither in terms of
nature and severity of contamination at sites, so the “site-count” may not fully divulge potential water quality or quantity. e
risk-levels. (See DEIR/S at 3.11-5 (Table 3.11.3-1).) Critically, the DEIR/S states that most )
iﬁ’:&?ﬁﬁﬂ‘"ﬁgﬁf“%ﬂ?h “3’“)‘ ﬂ]":“" 15 “mﬂgﬁg’g&:ﬂhﬁxﬁr mel:rns;oosrsibly The DEIR/S states that “[s]ubsequent analysis to funher 1den1|fy potential impacts on water
. -17-3.) Furiher, _ smaller, quality and hyd would be required as project devel n
m’“gg m“gj;m"i’_ ]]'“ﬂ;z‘:":‘_‘s m"‘m:;z?ms such ag Icalém“gmuﬁ ;‘mﬁ tanks, and review, and facility design are pursued, if a decision is made o go forward with the proposed
1rr.c \ ﬂfimat “3“': a bcrlgnmm o lccsfm made. (‘t oot f‘the.a;Zal ere ’slnh‘: HST system.” (DEIR/S at 3.14-19.) This analysis is critical to understanding the full array of
attempt to estimate the number or proportion of hazardous sites left out o ysis, or impacts that a project of this magnitude will impose. Such an analysis should also address the
potential impacts of those sites. impact poll of concern ing directly or indirectly from Ihc projact (such as,
L pathogens/coliform, metals, nutrients, pesticid i , trash and
gganon according to the D rluugaunn measures will depend on site-specific debris, oxygen-demanding substances, and oil and grease) I'I'Jﬂ)’ have on water resources.
fe Specific envi ion and site t will not be required or
condueted until the project-level analyses. As no impacts are 1dermﬁed the mmgatlon strategies * Key unanswered questions include: (1) What are the potential impacts to human health? (2) What are the
lack specificity and enforceability and are merely ref ias and P:“"“"‘J m”"m‘g ““’“‘I’;'“ (3) Are there any estimates for what mitigation might cost for each altemative,
. . N alignment, site, material? (4) What is the estimated number of, and potential impact of hazardous material from,
Critically, failure to include this information in the DEIR/S may drastically underestimate the sites not included in the analysis? (5) What are the estimated methods and costs for mitigating impacts from sites not
cost of the project. As the DEIR/S n of waste sites can included in the analysis?
DEIR/S Comments Submitted by the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC™)
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